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* FOREWORD -

>

A cent;al fact about our society is the increasing proportion

vfwof aced people. It is likely that ‘this situation whtl éégtinqe\

for some time. Whether or noﬁ‘this process of aging constitutes,

or will constitute a problem depends on the plamming of responsible ¥

L

individuals and agencies. In order to have effective planning, an

o

adequate data base is essential. This report presents selected
o . .o’ a
data on-the aging of North Carolina‘'s population. Hopefully, this

will be of use to many individuals in both thé/public ané private

b

- sectors of the state who are actively interested in social angd
: economic conditions generally, and more speci%ically in the elderly. ’
, -
—~The publication by T. Lynn Smith and D. G. tiarshal¥ on Wisconsin's

onpulatioﬁ provides some of the seminal ideas which are incorporated

j in this report! We‘ﬁovld like to express our appreciation to

4 Dr. Selz C. Mayo, Head, Dr. R. David Mustian, and Dr. Al Clarke Davis

providing helpiul suggestions for the final draft of this report.
‘-,, i
This ts ancther in a series oi reports based on 1970 census
. . v =
» -
data describing and analyczing patterns of population change for
©, o M ] (5 p (&
‘ 3

North Carolina.
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NORTH CAROLINA'S ELDERLY POPULATION: A DISTRIBUTIONAL AHAEY 315

“William B. Clifford Gary L. Faulkner

[

¢ INTRODUCTION

P

Recent changes in the age structures of modern sorieties have

been dramatic. Of par;icularoimportance is the increase, both
. < . L & R
absolutely and relativély, in the number of aged persons. This

fundamental change in population composition comstitutes what
+ - 1‘3'@ i . -
demographers refer to as the aging process. The present report ) 4

focuses on the aging of population in Horth Carolina and the , L

LR Y o
. e

United States.

s

- “ . , /
{There are three factors recqbnlze&xa contributing to the e =

. process qf aging. The first is the control of infectious dlseases
thé; has occurréﬁ‘in recent ,times. This, along with better 1iV1ng

conditions, has improved one's chances for a longer 1ife as well as
i y{’

. ) ~ g . )
increased ‘the averdge life expectancy. The second is the declining -

fertility taking place in industrial societies. A dECrease“in the
number oi children born results in a smaller proportlon of young s
and a-.concomitant larwer proportion of elderlj. The-third factor 9

is mipgration, It hﬂo a Hual effect in that aving of population

)
LA

tends to be increased in'the area of origin and decreased in the
area of destination due to the fact %hat migration tends to be

selective of young, persons.

— ¢ « R

The aﬂlng oi a 30pu1ation maj azfect the social and economie

milleu of an area. A variety of conditions have been associated -~

v

vith aging includiﬁg high death rates, low birth and marriage rates,

: ‘. v .
3 i had - . e

0N Lo
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"detailpd analysis of thé patfern in. whlch the aﬁed nopulatlon of

o .
]

low per caplta income, less economic productiv1ty economlc dependency
w

and 1ncreased conservatism to name a few. Or"course, vhether or not
%

2

‘the éged copstitute 2 problem deperids not only on théir muuber and p

4

physical condition but also on their Sﬂcial situation.

Problems arising from a lakoe pr0portion of 1nhﬂb1tant° over thc

age 0f 05 are likely to differ frow ‘area tb srea. * In addition, the

adjustments of*communities in terms of providing effective planning .
EE - “ uu’, B s o

anduédeqqate,facilities fox the elderly will also vary. -In order for ~

« u ® \/(’;’

these concerns to be ef fectxvclvaapnroachel an_ adequate data base 5
o

is necessary. Of cxitical“impor;ance at least initially, is the

K 8 hd 1*4 -

need for information on the migration and settlement patterns of the
o ) ‘;‘ ] k ﬁr
aged. This report attempts to provide such data.
The leport is divided 1nto fcur major ‘sectionsi The first
= V -

section presentu an analysis of the re,ldpntial dzatributlon of the

eldwrly in the United States and Iorth Carolina,; These comparative
\ . . »
materials are included to a§sess florth Carolina's position re&ative

i

- to the nation as a vhele. Thc second section undertakes a more

=y
. e A

North Carclina is residentially distributed. Lounty "level data are

included in this part. In the third section,. codsideration is givén

k=]

By <,
to the m1nration pattemu of the elderly in Mornh Carolina., Again,

county lévcl data ave preuénigd The final section is a summary of
7 L
the main {indings and conclusious.

Ny

-
R
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IE DISTRIBUTLOH OI‘ THE AGED POPULATIOU BY RESIDENCE

- I 1 ot GaroLTHA ArlD TUE UTRED STATES

M < ) hd i L
: . In this ¢ ectlon econsideration is given‘to the aged populations | ?
- S B

= Te

\ K oo

- = - Pad ) %, .
’ 2 the Unlféd?%tatcs and~ﬂorth Carolina. Of particular interest

<,
%

. 2> i LY e )
- L01 comparatlme 1urpoues is the pattern in which the elderly atfe .

o digtributed by residence, 1Ip add1t10n, some atgentlon vlll be
< & g = e L]

. givén to ghe se%céomposition of the agedepopulatxonias wvell as the

e

. “‘Cu}. 3 . i ‘ i . T .
blstorlcéi trend jn agiug of population,. . e
‘ 5 . 15 G 2 N
i ok ! e ) > ) T - .
. b o - ] : ’
- ©o . sttgébutlon of the Aged: ég:uvervleu

T

s The ﬁhraﬁe ‘aging of the pOpulatlon “-jg used to=denote an

- 1ncrca§c Ln the proportion of the pOﬁulatlcn classiiied in the age o
quﬁ?‘OS and over. ln tm.u senSe the ablng of the Bbpulatlons oi_

.}, > both uorfh Carolina and the Unlted States has 1ncreased rather | :

N

ot

Auinsistently lﬁc» 1 70 but the aging of ﬂorth garolina's populatlon
Sy

~ e has tended to lag behind tE?t o%}ﬁhe Unlted States {See Table 1.)

waeverg the gap betveen Horth Carolina "an®” United States is narroving
. - . :
such that@one out of twelveayersons iﬁ'North Carolina vas above C5
o k)

’ vearé OL age in comparlson to oue in every ten in the Unlted utatLS
o - (l . h

w

. ' Since 920 those vho had reached €5 vears of age made up slightlyugx
o = - ©

. higher u.opﬁrtlon of the rural population of llorth Carolina than \,

o
P
& [

i .= .
- - a t g - . N
they did_the pqpulatlon of the utate #8 a vho®e, Only in 1960, was
: ) \ d * .
the proportion of the aged notmhiﬁﬁe" in rurals, sections tham in the
s : 5 u
oyerall population of the state. bﬁﬁ 4o time has the difference

o

been o£ any greac ma“ﬁLtdde. .

]

LY
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$$ABLE 1. NUMBER AND P”RCENT or PERSONo AGED 65 AND QVER IN THE o L ¢,
. UNITED ETQEES, NGRTH CAFOLINA AHND RURAL NOR] H CAROLIUA
e o . 1870~ 1970 - o . . -
L “’ ¢ . a‘ {;;, - — —
. O S — e oo ’
I P 0 = Population Aged Percent of Population
N : <. © 65 - Ovex . N 65 - Over . A
Viﬂ . L i o » C“ .
) ©* v United - A1l Rural . United All . Rural V
) - States ‘North. North States North North -
N ' Year Loy Carolina Carolina — Carolina Carolina L
o ba bo . . . ‘ " . . 0 o " - . d
1870 - " 1,153,649 - ¢ 34,279%%  (a) 3.0 3% (a)
186¢ ° 1,793,459 . 47,220%%  (a) 3.4 3.4%% (a)
. 1896 2,417,288 57,341%%  (a) - 3.9 3.5%% (a) o
j .0 1900 . 3,080,495 | 66,148%*  (a). 4.1 3.5%% (a) .
. L 1910 3,949,524 - 77,680%%  “(a) 4.3 - . 3.5%% (a) -
. 1920 . = 44933,215 < 98,71C%  §3,241%% 4.7 309w &, Q%
’ - 1930 . 6,633, 80, 2115,671%%  90,957%% | 5.4 3.0%% 3,9%% -
1940 ..9,019,31¢ 156,540 -~ 116,723 6.9 4.4 . 4.5 *
. W 1950% 12 256,850 225,297 151,415 c.2 . 545 5.6
- © 1960% 16,559,580 312,167 190,342 9.0 G.9 6.9
C - 1970%. 20,101387& - 414,249 231,031 a.9- — 8.2 8.3
- ' = _ g ’ —
. . (3) Not available CE ! ﬁ | .
: v i %* New definition of rural and urban S B . 7
! ‘ " Excluding those not repsrted ' R
.yf"ﬁyK\\y The 1970 census of populaﬁinn reported a total Jf 414, 249 persons. .
A ) “ aged 65 and over in Worth Carolina, a figure equal to £.2 pcrugnt of
' the population of the state. Of this total, 231,031 of the eweéif}\, .
srere reported as residing ia the rural areas. Since the emtire rucal
. 0population of Hortn Carolina as reported byathe<same census was .
? ; ) 2,796,835, oue ;erson out of” tuelve (8.3 perceat) of those livingﬁin ﬂ : 3
~ the open country, small towns, orgon farms had passed their thh
.

birthday, a a proportion roughly® equal to ‘that iu the urban areas.

-« Furthermore, in 1970, the proportion of the elderly in/rural North

’ _ . . o i
Carolina was lower than in the United States as a whole (9.9 percent)

or in the rural sections of the nation (10.1 percent).
J

B . ‘\\ ’ '}'H, En . <3
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e Vg

| , .. .
’ B ,” 4 = | s
13 . B K = ' ' “ © Q,» © B o
. E . Nerth Cafolina po»ltiéu in thé natlnn with ¢aspect to the c -
. »A;‘ R - . 4
. R $inc & the pmpulafion is illuotrated by means of a map pfcpared by . .
- ¥ vv s B M .
the U, S. uuruau “of the Ceqsus. (Spe Figure. 1) It shows, for LhL 5 ’
- - Dy ] g . ., c,‘\v oy q

year 1970-0n a count; basis tne var;ations throughout the~nation in

N .

the pergentane of the‘p0pu1atiou in the ages‘éifapd over, Except for }“ .

b e - L, Q .

the utriklnﬁvconcentratloﬂ oi the aﬁed xn Polk. Connty*,and their y

< J

i relative gearcity 1n Cumbcrland and Caslow counties, uorth Carollna

s B
R ~

G e
o

thib ts the pattern that prevailsathroughéut the southa:nfxggion ‘ .
o “, f/” /-;—, » L .
. and much of the Tocky Hountain area. Thib is to ay*that the”@reat ‘faﬁl

e < N

“« . majority of its counties co1talu progortlonn of thcse in the advanCed

2, s

ages that are belowy the natiomal average. ..  , . ' T 7
4 . )

0

~

The fact that Horth Carolina contyins‘iower*prqportions“of the

aved Lhan the natlon au a vhole deserves pome addltldnal cOmment. in

T
bt 1
b, ’ v .

. - 1970 the proaortionf oi thosb aged &5 and Over trere u.2 and 9. 9 in
.3 P

<

- , Horth Carolina and the Uniteu Stateu} respectivelst~If Horth Carolina -

had containeé precisely the same proportion of .the eldbrlw ag did the

[ &

c - meﬁetal pb@ulaticnj i¢ nipht” be said-to have had xactlz its pro rata

3

&

sharp 0¥ Lhc elderlv.l However, the percentages ‘uét ﬁiven iudicate =
J 4

that in 1970 Hortk arOllﬂd contaluﬂd only 8 83 percent of its. pro rata

\“" »
. < ) »

share of the nation's elderly. A*co; the cancentratxon 0i aged males
. » ) v [J il » ’ l ( »‘\ \ &
in the state is somewhat less than that of aced femaldu, since the

Lo, )
< a

- o 1
<3 o o y && B »

“The neaning of pfo rata share can Le illustrated in the foliowing
wanner. 1f Horth Carolina had a disproportionate number of elderly
the indc" vould vary above or below 100. A number smaller than 100
indicates a smaller proportifu than the national average, ahd a laauur
pnoportio1 if the 1n%ex is gbove 100. ‘The proportion of the aged ict

he nation is set at the index levcl of "100, 4
\:‘3@ s ) v Q ¢ A3
Q- P e ; . it
ERIC 1a | -

s ’ s
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FIGURE 1. CLDER AMERICARIS BY COUNTIES -
OF THE UNITED STATES: 1570+
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L , .

| indices for the sexes indicate that iorth Ca allna had in 1870, ' .
.o , o ¢ : - ’ - 2
— 51 percent of its pro rata share of all the men in the United“States o

S

:ed 65 aud over, and 84 purcent of its proportlonate share-of the
. . . 7 R : “
' - 1) Y ’ : —
females of correspondlng ages. - . . -

- ° . f o R —

If aLthtion ig fecused sn yrban and rural ﬂortxon of the o o

‘ ' ‘p@pulatioﬂﬂ it becom;s«readily apparunt that whbn the states are ’ .o

G

dfraﬁged accor&inw to the relatlve importance ‘of the aged in, thOSe . T

. - T,portions of the population, Horth Carolina ranks in the\bottom half |

ofﬂtheulist. Table 2 shewé that the propertion of the elderly, 65°

and over; in rural forth Carelina ic enceeded by—ghoéé of the rural

. . N

populatlenv of 38 states. Moreover, 35 stages enceed florth Carelina

in their proportions of elderly living in ufban arcas. Lt is evident

e, tgat North“Carg}in@ has a comparatxvelv joun -er population tnan the .
Y :

'ﬁaié&ity of states. ‘Tuig i &urther 1nd1;a£ed Uy““he pr0y0rt10nb

Cq\

e

o elderly residing in-urban and rural areas for the United Stagésg“,@“ ¢

' . »

g

as a whole: - . .
< Urban Qural - Sl

L . United States 9.6%  10.1%
g v Horth Carelina 8.0 &3% ) » . E
i | . n
Furthermore, ilorth Carclina iy in the group of 31 statds in .
‘\ o
uhich the rural population contains a higher proporLion of those

!

. aged G5 and over than does the urbaun populaLlon. There were lu stuces ]
‘in which the reverse was true, leaving three states (Indiana, Montana;”
. - A“ N <
8

and uouth Car@llna) with no ruxgluurbbm dlff‘ entlal ‘It,is interestiug

to note that in 1960 in ouly 23 Jtdteu was thL ‘proportion of thUuL 65

>

a4
¢

and -over ‘higher in rural areas than urban areas. Perhaps a treand

2 P B s
w . . g o A
§

TIVR RS " o
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. ‘toward greater andf/or faster aging of population is occurring i rurel

@

than urban areas. The daté also indicate that the states in which the

" aged population is coidcentrated in the rural areas are penerally

|

located in the nérth central, mid-western and the southern regions of

the United States. kegions in which individuals &5 and over are .

proportionately over-represented in the urban pophlatipng are located in

~the northeastern section of the nation. The western region of the

-

country is relatively equally divided as to urban-rural dominance. It

) Ky

should be noted, hovever, that there are exceptions to these basic
: : KK .

patterns.




TABIE 2. PERCENT OF BERSONS ACED 65 AND OVER FOR ¥HE UNITED STATES
AND EACH STATE BY RURAL-URBAN RESIDENCE,. 1970 )
e Percent of the = - Percent of the
Population : Population
. - . .Ageéd 65 - Over Aped 65 - Ofer
States in'Uhich ' ) States im Which ] s
the Proportion . . ' the Froportion .o
"Has Highest in ' tlas Highest in '
Urban Areas - Urbaa Rurdl Rural Areas Urban Rural ' 3
United States 9.8 10.14
" New England States
Maine : 1i.e o 1L.1
Vermont 11.8° 10.2 - v
HMassachusetts 11.6 8.6
Rhode Island . 11.4 10.0 .
Wew Hampshire ‘ 10.9 10.2 oo b
Connecticut 10.1 7.8 o ) :
iiiddle Atlantic States "
: - o
Pennsylvania . 11.4 9.4 New Jersey 9.7 10.1 i
Mew York ' . 11.0 9.5 N .

- East North Central States

L3

Ohio 9.6 5.8 Wisconsin 10.5  11.2
Indiana ’ 2.5 6.5 Iliinois 9.6 11.0
e - . iichigan 8.5 8.6
West North Ceﬁ&raI»States;
. HBebraska 1.1 14.5 - |
a . . KRansas . 10.¢  14.3
‘ . Hissouri 11.3 13.6
South Dakota 11.0 13.0
Iova , 12,1 12.8
Horth Dalkota 9.0 12,2
iiinnesota 10.2° 11.¢




L3

TABLE 2. (continued)

Percent of the Percent of the

Population , | Population
, Aged 63 - Over Aged 63 - Over
States in Uhich . States in Which
the Proportion y the Proportion N
Has Highest in : as lighest in
Urban Areas ' Urban Rural Rural Areas Urban Rural
South Atlantic States
. . L 3 .
Florida 14.9  13.2 Virginia = 7.1 9.3
West Virginia 12.3 10.4 Delavare 7.6— —9:0 - S
" South Carolina 7.L 7.4 Georgla 7.8 8.4
Worth Carolina G.0 8.3
ilaryland 7.5 3.1

East South Centtal States

Kentucky 10.2  10.9
- Mississippi 9.4  10.6
Tennegsee 8.5 10.3
Alabama 9,2 10.0
West South&Central States - .
:{2\{\ 1)‘—\’\ )
/- Y 8 Ol:1ahoma 10.9 13.4
¢ R 3 Arkansas 12,1 12.6
Texas “ S.0 " 12.3
S Louisiana 6.3 5.5
Mountain States
Idaho [ 10.2 8.6  Colorado 8.4 8.8 -
Uyoming T 9.5 8.5 Utah 7.1 8.2
Arizonay 9.2 9.0 New Hexnico 5.8 7.5
Montana 9.9 9.9 Hevada 0.2 G. 6
Paciiic
Oregon 1.4 9.7 California “2.0 9.%
tlashington 9.6 9.0 Hawaii 5,4 7.7
Alaska 2.0 2,5
>
O

i
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Distribution of the Aged igwMaioraResidential Categories

P

~

The pattern in which the aged populations of the United States

and North Carolina are distributed among the- various residential .
ool of

catecories exhibits some similarities as well as somsatontrasts,

¢

2] L1 3
sarticular concern for comparative purposes are six major size of place

Tl

categories, namely*
(1) The central cities of 50; G000 or more inhabltanta
vhich constitute the ° urbaniaec areas’ as designated

by the censusﬁ%“ |
”the*frlnﬁns “ that is the remaining portions of these
urbanized areas;
places of 10,000 or more inhabltants apart from any

’ .(2)

(3)
gurbanized area;

ﬁlaces of 2,500 to 10,000 inhabitants;

]

rural places having between 1,000 and 2, 300 inhabitant

@
(5)

and :
all other rural territory.
©

).
For the United States collectively, in 1970 the proportion of the

population (5 years of agze and over varied among these categories as

10,7 percent; urban fringe, 7.8 percent;

cent;al ciﬁ?f‘é&
500 te 10,000,

follows:

places of 10.000 or more, 10.3 percent, rlaces of

12.2 percent; rurdl nlaces of 1, GOO to. 2,500, 13.¢ nercent, and other
1t should be noted that this natlional

‘rural, 9.6 percent. (Table 3)
pattern merely-consmsts of the averages of vastly dlffering arraugements

found throughout the country,
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o - The Horth Carolina pattern is not greatly Jdifferent from the
natipnal averace. In the state, plaues of 1.000 - 2,500 contain the

ighest proport10uu of old people, closei aled b places of 2,500 -

3 . 10,000, and ¢ be urban frinpe renks lowest. (Table & Cedttral cities
~*  and places of 10,000 and over are identical iu the preportions of

& ’/ i

i old people classified as reﬂia:mre iu these areas and the “other rural” -

class ranks just below theam. I*!m:ec:‘»ver:.J the properticn of elderly

° in the “urban fringe” in 1070 (3.5 percent) was less than half that

(10.1 percent) of all inhabitents-in %%gces havinghpopulaticué
between 1,000 and 2,500, Overalig the ﬁorth Carcolina pattern is
very similar to that prcza*lln” in the United States as a vhole
evcept tiat the level tche percentages reach in Horth arolina a;e
well belaw the léveis in the United Statec. That is to say the i
propertions of elderly in each rgwlucnti,l category for the entire “h
c@umt}y enceed those ior the state.

Sewe contrasts are appavent when comsidering the three major

residential catepories, urban, rural-nonfarm and rural-farm. The

proportion of the =lderly ig lowest in the rural-nonfarm territory : .

@ .
~d ,
A o

# in Worth Carclina and in the vrben ereas in the entire country, i
intermediate in urban areas in Horth Carvelina and rural-nonfars
e areas of the United ktute. and highes§J0E all on the favwms in both
Horth Carclina and the Uﬂ?ted étategwas a whole. élthéugh the data i

are not preseated it can be Jeduced that in the state of Torth Caroline

the proportion of elderly ia places under 1,000 is lover than that

* jn the sawe size category in che United States. =

eRic | ~
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* Table 5. 1In further elsboration, Taﬁle 6 presents data shouing the' .

“—_@
*

o
=
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE AGﬁD I NORTH CAROLIMA COUNTIES

It is poss%ble’to,aescribe in soue detail the mammer in which the
4 ‘;,:"
aged population ig distributed awong MNorth Carolina's counties; . o

V Y

Attention will focug’ first on the géﬁeral aspects of the snbjpcf ard

. then shift to matters pertaining specifically to the urban and rural

2

populations. -The numbers aud proportions of those &5 and over for the .

s 7 '
male, female, and total populations forﬂgach county are contadined in 5

v

selective importance of aged persons in the various counties along

.

wvith other factqgs important in this analysis. This tabulation éives

~ the folloving information for each of the 100 coufkies in North Carelina: ’

(1) The rank of all counties listed according to the
“relative@importanﬁe of the azed in the total population;

(2) the percentage of inhabitants over the age of;GS at the
time of thé 1970 census;

(3) total population in 19703 ;
(&) the percentage of population cléssified as urban in
: 1970; and )
R (5) the percentége increase or decrease in total population -
betveen 1960 and 1970. . 25

“l, - g 7 \v;
A number of observations may be made based on the data presented
W

in Table 5. It is readily apparent that females outnumber males both

absolutely and relétively@' That is, tﬁére were 170,031 males &5 and

over, represgenting 6.0 percedt of the total male population as compared
P P ‘ e POf p

with 244,218 females of similar age réprép%ﬁting 9.4 percent of "the total

female population.  This difference is probably acgounted for by the

. I,\'{ \ “ " -
grester in-migration of females as w%;l as by 13fer mortality of

0 g
females. With the exception of Graham county, the pattern of femeles

o

SRR
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outnumberlng males, prevaila in ea héof,the counties im the staté.@ In

b /S
- 3 o % a4
Graham gounty, mdles 65 and over ehceed females, but the difference is

negligible, -« 2359 versuséBSB, respeciively, It is also interesting
to note that in the eight larpest counties (Buncombe, Cumberland, Durham;

rors}th Gas ton Guiliord, Hecklenburs, aﬁEﬂUake)y dlthOUﬂh *he numerical

. l

diifexcnce Eetveen maleu aﬁﬂ females holds, the proportion of both aales

ard femples is smaller than that of the state as a vhole eyucept fous &

b ‘ A
,ﬁuncombe éounty, In the eight smallest counties, (Camden, Clay,

Currituck, Daxe, Greham, Iiyde, Swain, and Tyrrell), Eow;verj the

proportions of malec and females exceeds the figgrgﬁbfér the state,
a .

Close 1aupect.0n 0£ the data preognted in Table 6 reveals that
the hiﬁhﬁst proportions of the elderlv are located in counties that are
slightly populated, totally rural, aqd underroing depopulation. Also, .

as will be showm later, many of these counties are on the receiving

- o o

en%iaf substential streams of migrants vho are O% and over. The highest

pevcentages.of the agzed are in Pplk, Macon, Alleghany, Clay, tenderson,

5

i 'y : .

Perquimans, Maﬂisomﬁ'Tvr ell, Hydee and Dare counties, listed in

descending order, O thc : all excent. Henderson arve enclusively
“ﬁ/ A . v
rural none of them except. lenderson had as wmany as 17,000 inhabitants
5] X h

in 1970, end hali ﬁad experienced logges of peopulatien in the 19650 to

3 u

1979 decade (Clay. #ivde, iiadison, Perquimans, aad Tyvrell)., In

2

addition seven of these counties (Allephany, Dare, Hendersonm, Hacom,

o . . A , . - oo o
iadison, Poll:, and Perquimens) were in the group of .54 which had

i

=t
"b
L

exnerienced. a net 1n»migratxon of elderly during the 1960-1970 decads,
The ten counties having th@ lowest proporticus of the aped are
COnslow, Cumberland, Craven, Greene, ilecklenbury, Orange, Uakeﬂ Holke,

4
Uayne, aud Caldwell in ascending order. It is interesting to aote

S anwd
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. that these counties represent a& diverse group baced on the charactec-

i istics preseoted in Table 6; however, -some similarities do exist. - The i
" - ! S

tajority have populaticns above 50,005 inhabitangs, are urb%h,

experieuaced a gaiﬂ“in population a & net in-migration ofugiéerly . T e
persoﬁs during the decade of t@g/sixties. Creene county is the most
notable exception. Thi% pa%ticular county is exclﬁsively ruyai,“ﬁés
underYIEDOﬂD inhabitants. and euperienced depoﬁﬁlatiom and a net ont-

v ) @
mizration during the decade under consideration. It would seew
= reasounable to conclude that Creepe county is lesing population due to
net out-micration from all parts of the age structure. In addition, -
- ‘ ¢ .
the high ranking of three counties -- Cravea, Onslow and Cumberland «-

vith regard to the low p
g Y ,
is larcely a function of the military personnel located within thelt

[

Seutages of the elderly in their populations,

boundariea.
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TABLE 5. UFUMBER AND PERCENWT OF PERSCHS AGED 65 AND OVLE\ LIJ
. NOR’IH CAROLINA BY SEX, 1970 .
Pergons Aged Males Aged Temgles Aged
™ 65 and Over 65 and Ove= &5 and Over 7
. Humber Pgrcent v KWunber Pecceat tflumber Percent o N
State and ¢ of Total Total Male Total Femele
Countices Population @ Population Populatica
HORTH v
CARO LINA 414,249 5.2 170,031 6.8 4,218 9.4
Alamance * 7,648 7.9 3,079 6.6 4,569 9.2
Alexander 1,640 8.4 G693 7.3 947 9.,¢
Alleghany 1,156 - 14.2 504 12.9 652 15.5
Anson 2,718 1l1.6 1,057 9.4 1,661. 13.5
Ashe 2,366 12.1 1,097 11.4 1,269 12,8
Avery, 1,258 - 9.9 )} 556 £.8 700 11.1
ﬂeauﬁtrt 3,7¢57 10.5 1,568 9.1, 2,200 11.7
Bertfle 2,136 10.4 928 9.4 1,206  11.3
"Bladen 2,352 8.9 ¥ 1,021 7.5 1,331 9.8 -
; funswick 2,034 .4 279 8.1 1,055 8.7 _
- Buncombe 17,096 11.8 7,001 10.2 10,095 13.3|
Burke 4,858 &.0 2,003 6.8 2,855 g.2
Cabarrus 6,399 8.6 2,548 7.1 3,851 9.9 -
Caldwell 3,936 6.9 1,727 5,2 2,209 7.6
¢ Camden 5546+ 10,7 275 10.5 311 11,0
| carteret 2,912 9,2 1,255 8.1 1,657 10.3
"Caswell 1,709 © 9.0 759 < 8.0 950 9.9
Catawba “ 6,423 7.1 2,529 5.8 3,894 8.3
Chathamn - - 2,752 9.3 1,179 . 3.1 1,573 10,5
Cherckee 1,90  11.9 892 11.3 1,048  12.5
Chowan 1,128 10.5 4o9 8.9 659 7 12.0
Clay 718 13.9 335 13.3 363 14.4
Cleveland 5,062 e.3 2,415 4.9 3,627 9.7
Columbus 3,811 5.1 1,597 7.0 2,545 9,2
Craven 3,582 5.9 1,484 L, G 2,193 7.3
. Cumberland 7,068 3.3 2,892 2.4 4,17 4.5
Currituck 825 11.0 362 10.4 . 463 13.2
Dare 200 12.9 378 11,1 522 14.5
Davidson 7,289 7.6 3,075 6.5 4,196 8.6
Davie 1,883 10.0 532 9.0 1,051 10.9
Duplin 3,298 3.7 1,387 7.5 1,911 9.6
Durham 10,917 c.2 4,252 6.7 6,675 9. 6'
Edgecombe 4,327 8.3 1,753 7.0 2,574 y.4
Forsyth 17,031 7.9 6,600 6.5 10,431 9.2
“Franklin 2,776 10.4 1,141 8.0 1,635 1L.2
yGaston 11,131 7.5 &, 447 .2 6,084 .0 .
(o n , ‘
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TABLE 5 (Continued) !
< _ B ]
Persons Aged tlales Aped - Females Aged
s 55 and Over 55 and Over 65 -and Over
. Number Percent Humber Percent Humber Percent P
: State and of Total Total Male Total Female Y~
- , Counties® Population - Population® Population
Gates 969 11.4. 401" 9.4 568,  13.3
Gragham 712 10.9 359 110 . 353 10.7 P
Granville 2,864 £€.7 1,182 7.3 1,682 10.1
Greene 962 Gl 413 5.6 569 7.2
Guilford 22,363 7.7 6,822 6.5 13,541 8.9
Halifax 5,021 9.3 2,073 N1 2,948, 10.6-
v Hafthett 3,932 7.9 1,566 .« 6.4 2,366 9.4
v Haywood 4,563 1029 2,023 - 10.0 ° 2,540 11.9
Henderson 5,761 13.5 2,503 12.2 3,258 14,6
- Hertford 2,150 9.1 £80 7.8 1,270 10.4
Hoke 1,113 6.5 487 5.9 626 7.7
Hyde 719 12.9 o =287 10.9 422 14.0
Iredell 6,436 8.9 2,619 7.5 3,817 10.2
Jackson 2,007 9.3 971 9.0 1,036 9.6
Johnston 5,350 5.7 2,132 7.3 3,168 9.9
-Jones 504 5.2 T 358 7.5 446 29,0
Lee 2,503 8.2 1,022 6.9 1,486 9.4
Lenoir | 4,080 7.4 1,635 /6.2 2,445 8.4
Lincoln 2,713 5.3 1,167 7.3 1,566 9.3
HeDovwell 2,860~ - 9.3 1.256 £.5 1,604 10.2
Hacon 2,202 ¢ 14.3 1;079 13.9 1,183 4.7
iladison 2,097 13.1 934 12,6 © 1,113 13.6
Martin 2,027 8.2 827 5.9 1,200 9.4
Hecklenburg 23,466 6.6 8,745 5.2 14,721 7.9
liitchell 1,693 i2.6 777 11.9 916, 13.3,
llontgomery 2,000 10.¢4 821 8.8 1,179 11.9
iloore 4,223 10.5 1,797 9.6 2,426 11.9
Nash ° 5,13 c.7 2,122 7.5 3,016 . 5.3,
. New Hanover . 6,965 .4 2,685 6.0 4,280 9.9
, Northampton 2,393 10.9 99¢ 8.4 1,395° 11.5
g slow T 2,322 2.3 1,027 1.5 - ‘1,295 3.3
ange 3,790° 6.6 1,539 5.1 2,251 2.1 .
amlico 1,106+ ~ 11.7 488 - 10.7 620 12.7,
Pasquotank 2,592 9.7 1,036 5.0 1,550 11.2
Pender 1,314 10.0 794 5.9 T 1,020 i1.1
Perquimans 1,099 13.2. 499 12.3 500 14.0
Person 2,227 8.6 926 7.3 1,301 9.6
Pitt 5,236 7.1 2,042 5.6 3,194 &.3
Polk 1,893 16.1 793 14.4 1,100 J 17.7
_ Randolph 6,020 7.9 2,574 .9 3,440 Y ey
il
I
| — 3 (94
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TABLE 5 (Continued) -
Persbdus Aged ° Males Aged Females*Aged ,
- 65 and Over 65 and Over 65 and Over :
Number Percent Humber Percent Number Percent )
State and i of Total Totsl Male Total Female
Counties " Population Population Population

) . : ”

‘Richmond . 3,5% 9.0 1,407 7.3 2,187 10.6
. Robeson 6,184 73 2,534 6.2 3,650 6.3

Rockingham - 6,716 9.3 2,769 8.0 3,947 10.5
Rowan 8,951 9.9 3,765 8.6 5,166 11.2
Rutherford - 5,005 10.7 2,081 9.1 2,984  12.2
Sampson " 4,105 9.1 1,7€0 5.2 2,325 10.0
Scotland 4 1,849 6.9 740 5.8 1,109 7.9
Stenly 3,867 9.0 1,593 7.7 2,274 10.3
Stokes ) 2,262 9.5 1,016 8.6 1,246 10.4
Surry 4,886 5.5 2,041 8.2 2,843 10.7
Svain . 925 11.8 426 10.8 501 12.7
Transylvania 1,563 5.0 . 711 7.2 872 8.8
Tyrrell © - 493 13.0 214 11.6 279 14.2
Union. 4,428 ¢ 8.1 1,859 6.9 2,589, 9.3
Vance 3,125 9.% 1,206 7.7 1,919 11.2
Wake - 15,497 6.7 = 5,909 5.3 9,498 8.2
Warren 2,000~ 12.7 . 834 10.9 ~1,165 14.3 -
HYashington ~1,116 7.9 ' 507 7.3 . 609 8.6
Watauga 1,979 8.5 890 - 7.9 1,089 9.0
Hayne 5,615 5.8 2,346 5.6 3,469 5.0
Uilkes 4,346 8.8 1,868 7.7 2,478 9%
Wilson 4,596 3.2 1,694 6.9 2,802 9.4
Yadkin = 2,493 10.1 1,099 9.2 1,394 11.0
Yancey 1,592 11.¢ 575 10.8 517 12.8
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__TABLE 5. NORTH CAROLINA COUNTIES RANKED BY PERCENT OF THE”PODUdéTIUJ

AGED 65 AND-OVER"IN 1970, INCLUDING TOTAL 'POPULATLON, PERCENT
URBAN, AND PERCLNT CHANCE IN POPULATIOL BETWEEN 1960 AlD 1970

- ' ' Perteut 65 Total Percent Change 1iu Total
“ N and Cver ~ Population Urban Populatiom 1960-1973
County and Rank g - © “Number ‘Percent
1. Polk ‘ 16.1 . 11,733 o 340 3.0
2. Macon 14.3 . 15,748 - - .. 853 5.7
3. Alleghany 14.2 g,134 . -« 400 5.2 °
&, Clay : 13.9 5,180 -- =346 0.3
. 5. Henderson 13.5 42,804 L 28.0 6,641 13.4
6. Perquimans 13.2- 8,351 ° -- =827 -9.0 =
7. Madicon 13.1 - T 16,9035 - = -1,214 -7.1
3. Tyrrell 13.0 .3,806 .- . -714 -15.8
9. Hyde ., 12.9 5.571. - -194 -3.4
10. Dare 12.9° 6,995 - 1,060 17.9
11. Wafren 12.7 15,810 -- -3,862 -19.6
12. - iiitchell 12.6 13,447 - ~459 -3.3
13. Ashe 12.1 19,571 - ~197 -1.0
14, Cherchkee : 11.9 16,330 - -5 0.0
15: Swain 11.8 $,835 -- 448 5.3 .
16. Yancey 11..8 12,62¢ - -1,37¢ -9.8
17. Currituck 11.86 6,976 .- 375 5,7
18. Buncombe 11.8 145,056 - 52.5 14,982 11.5
19. Pamlico 11,7 9,407 - -383 -3.9
,20. Anson ' 11.6 23,488 « 16.9 | -1,474 -5.9
21. . Gates 5 11.4 8,524 . -730 -7.9
22.. Havwood 16.9 41,710 27.9 1,995 5.0
23. -Graham ’ 10.9 6,562 wu 130 2.0
24. - Hoore 10.8 39,043 15.2 613 5.4
25. Camden . 10.7 5,453 -~ -145 -2.6G
- 26. QRutherford ' 10.7 47,337 3001 2,246 5.0
.27. Beaufort - 106.5. 35,480 T 469 =34 -0.1
28. Chowan . 10.5 10,764 &&.3 -965 “3.2
20,  liontgomery 16.4 19,2867 - 859 4.7
30. TFranklin 10.& - 26,820 11.0 «1,935 «5.7
31. Bertie 10.4 20,528 - -3,822 «15.7
32. Yadkin 16.1, =~ 25,599 - 1,795 7.9
33. Pender - 10.9: luglé‘ -- ~359 © 7 <L.9
34. MNorthampton 10.0 26,009 T .. -2,802 -10.5
- 35. Davie i 10.0 8,655 13.4 2,127 12,7
36. Rewan 9.9 . ,03033” 42,1 7,218 5.7
37.. Avery 9.9 12,655 - 646 5.4
8.. Pasquotank - N | 20,824 52.4 1.194 4.7
39, Vance : © 9.0 32,691 42,5 ¢ G139 C 2.2
40. Sutry 2.5 51,415 25.0 3,210 6.7
HIVE
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. TABLE 6 (Continued)
Percent 65 Total Percent Change in Total i
and Over Population Urban  Population 1960-1970
« . County and Rank ' Number Percent

41. Stokes 9.5 23,7562 - 1,468 5.6

42. McDowell 9.3 30,648 30.6 3,906 14.6

43.] Jackson - 9.3 21,593 -- 3,813 21.4

44, Rockingham o - . 9.3 72,402 - 44.7 2,773 4.0

. : '45, Halifax 9.3 53,084 36.5 -5,072 -8.6

= 46, Chatham S 9.3 29,554 15.9 2,769~ 10.3

47. Carteret 9.2 31,603 27.2 663 2.1

43, Sampson 9.1 44,954 15.9 -3,059 7 -6.4

49, Hertford 9.1 23,529 36.6 511 3.6

50. Richmond g.0 39,889 33.4 687 1.8

¢ $1l. Stanly 9.0 42,822 26.0 1,949 4.8

52, (Caswell 9.0 19,055 -~ «-857 4.3

53. Iredell 8.9 72,197 44,2 9,671 5.5

54, - Bladen 8.9 20,477 - -2,404 -8.3

55, Wilkes 8.8 49,524 6.8 4,255 9.4

. . 56. Nash 8.7 59,122 32.2 -1,880 -3.1

57. Granville 8.7 32,762 32.7 ~348 -1.1

- 58. Duplin . 8.7 35,015 14,9 -2,255 -5.6

s« -« 7 59 Johnston 8.7 61,737 22.9 -1,199 -1.9

® 60. Person 8.6 25,914 20.7 ~480 -1.8

61, Cabarrus 5.6 74,629 6. 6,492 9.5

62. Watauga 8.5 23,404 37.4 5,875 33.5

63. Alexander 3.4 19,466 - 3,841 24,6

. 84, Brunswick S.4 24,223 - 3,945 19.5

65. New Hanover 5.4 82.996 69.5 11,254 15.7

. 06.  Lincoln 8.3 32,0682 16.2 3,868 13.4

67. Cleveland 8.3 72,556 34.0 6,508 9.9

68. Edgecombe 8.3 52,341 47.1 -1,835 -3.5

» 69. Durham 5.2 132,681 75.2 20,686 15.5

70. Jomes 8.2 9,779 -- 1,226 -11.1

71. Lee 8.2 30,467 38.5 3,906 14.7

72. Martin s.2 24,730 26.6 -2,409 -5.9

73. Wilson 8.2 57,486 51.1 -230 -0.4

. 74. Union 8.1 54,714 25.3 10,044 22.5

75. Columbus &.1 46,937 8.9 -2,036 -4,2

76. Burke 8.9 60,3064 28.5 7,663 14.5

77. Transylvania 8.0 19,713 26.0 3,341 20.4

78. Alamance 7.9 96,352 52.4 10,688 12.5

79. Randolph 7.9 76,358 30.2 14,861 24.2

80. Forsyth 7.9 215,118 68.8 25,690 13.6

8l. Wachington 7.9 14,038 34.0 550 &.1

- 82. Harnett 7.9 49,667 22.5 1,431 3.0

{107
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TABLE 6§(Continued)

Percent 65 Total Pexcent Change in Totaf
and Gver Population Urban Population 1960-1270

-

Country and Rank - Number Percent

&4

83. Guilford

7.7 288,645 76.3 42,125 17.1
84, Davidson 7.6 95,627 37.1 16,134 20.3
S5. Gaston._ 7.5 145,415 60.3 21,341 16.8
86. lenoir 7.4 55,204 45.0 -72 0.1
£7. Robeson 7.3 34,842 27.3 426 4.8
88. ©Catawba 7.1 90,873 42.9 17,682 24.2
89. Pitt 7.1 73,900 50.0- 3,958 5.7
90. Scotland 6.9 26,929 32,9 1,746 6.9
91. Caldwell 6.2 56,499 30.9 7,147 144
92. TVlayne 6.8 £5,408 46.7 3,349 4.1
93. Hoke T 6.8 16,436 19.3 86 0.5

- . 94, Uake 5.7 229,006 - 69.6 - 59,924 . 35.4
95, Orange 6.6 57,707 50.3 14,737 [/ 34.3
96, Mecklenburg ~ 6.0 354,656 79.6 82,545,  30.3
97. Greene A 6.4 14,967 . v =1,774 -10.6
98. Craven 5.9 " 62,554 55.2 3,781 6.4
99, Cumberland 3.3 212,042 76.1 63,624 42.9
100. Onslov 2.3 103,126 57.5 20,420 24,7

IR
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The Distribution of the Aged igkﬂrbaﬂ Places
of North Carolina Counties

The materials in Tables 5 and &, along with the data in Tables 7,
¢, and 9, permit an examination of the urban distribution of the aged
population in the varicus sections of the state. Also, these tables

permit an analysis of how this distribution changes as the size of

the largest center in the county increases.

There were, in 1970, thirty-four (3%4) counties in North Carolina

in which there were no pl@g:f having as many as 2,500 inhabitants.
In fact, thirteen of these rural couq?ies had total populations below

10,000. Of thege 34, all but one (G%eene county) had higher proportions

of the aged than the state sverage of $.2. Thus, each containms far,
N Lt

more than its pro rata share oi the state's elderly, It is also V

interesting to note that nine out of the top ten having the highest
1
) LS
proportions of elderly are in this group of%strictly rural counties.

T

in 1970. there were eleven counties in North Carclina in vhich the
largest center contained from 2,500 to 5,000 inhabitants. Tbatc wvas
only one such center in eight of the eleven counties. Of the remaining
three counties, two had three centers between 2,500 and 5,000 inhavbitants
and one had tvwo places in this size category. Thegé eleven counties
closely approximate the 34 ewclusively rural couaties in their baéig
patterns of social and econouic arrangements, excent that in cach of
then at least one of the trade and service centers had a population
of not less than 2,5G0, but not wore thaa 5,000, Moveover, in § out of
11 counties, the urban centew happens to be the county seat. Iin all of

them, the rural population ezceeds the arban population with the

masimum proportion of urban being found in Chowan county (44,3 perceat}.

STRREAS



25.
y : ;
It is interesting to note that of the 10 urban centers depicted in

N

Table 7, 13 have higher percentages of gged than their redpective “‘x

counties. In these counties, there is a rather strong tendency for "5

elderly members of the population tgybe concentrated in the towns having

vy
populations 2,500 to 5,000. 1In fact, in the case Qf towns like

Wadesboro, Mocksv111e Merion, and Elkin, the ev1dence is rather
startling.

~ In 1970, nineteen of North Carolina's counties feii in a category ;d
composed of those in which the largest center contgined between 5,0@0 - X
and 10,000 inhébitants. This group is characterized by differentiéls ﬁ |
esseutial}y similar to those found in counties in which places witﬁ
from 2, 560 to 5,000 inhabitants made up ﬁhe urban sector. As shown
in Table 9, where the population nuclei in various sections d- fh&
state range from 5,000 to 10,000. the aged part of the populatlon is
concentrated in gsuch urban centers. Seyen.af these, Butner, BarLer
Heights East Flat Rocl:, Williagmston, Poreot City, Spindale, andsBcone
are the oenly exceptions to the rule. In the remaining 27 centex;sD the
percentages of aged are higher“than their respective counties. f

Fifteen of North Carolina;sycounties comprise the group w@ich in :

1970, had their largest centers in the 10,060 to 25;000 é;teéogy.
(See Table ¢.) In>a1166f these, the major cities without excegtion,
and nearly all of %ﬁe swaller cities and towns<§it£in the resgéctive

counties, contained larger proportions of those &5 years of age and

over than did the counties as a whole. Of the 37 urban places in

/
respective counties. In this respect, these counties resembled the

 this category, only seven had smaller proportions of aged thén their )
i
|

counties with smaller urban places discussed in the‘pfecéding

(020
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paragraphs. That is, urban places up to 25,600Ainhabitants in North
Carolina contain more than their pro rata shére of thg’stéte's elderly
population. It is possible that some of thgse areas are recelving
elderly migrants from outside the state,lféyw1ll be shown later.

In 1970, Horth Carolina ha; 21 counties in vgich the largest
denter contafhed 25,000 or more inhabitants. Table 10 shous that
these countids contained 61 urban places and of tﬁesﬁ?dﬁiy 38 ha&v
higher pronortionf of aged than their respective counties. When
attention focuses)on the 22 places with 25,000 or over inhabitan*s
it is apparent that there are only 6 which §o not have larger pro- »
portfhﬁs of the aged than their respective ;ounties. Although these

data gengfally conform to the pattern ‘distussed above, it should be

Dr’,"

hnoted.that this tendency is not nearly so pronmounced in the counties

)

n whlch the largest center has a popdiation of 25.000 or above. 1In
these counties, the large cities contain the largest share of the
elderly while the smaller urban places generally contain a lesser
share. This sitﬁation is probably a function of the services av;ilable
inf%he larger cities. It is in this regard also 1nteresting to note
that the differences in percentaﬁes between the county acs a whole and
the largest clty within its boundary for tth group of counties tends

to-be smaller than the diffexenceo observed in the counties in which

the largest place was in a smaller size category. Fevertheless, it

would seem reasonable to conclude that the villages, touns and cities

in the counties of Herth Carolina have a disproportionate number of

I

the state's elderly. . B
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TARIE 7. PERCERT OF PERSONS AGED 65 AND OVER IN COUNTIES WHOSE LARGEST
CENTERS CONTAINED BETWEEN 2,500 and 5,000- INHABITANTS AND Iil
THE URBAN PIACES IN THE SAME COUNTIES, 1970
¢ Counties Urblan Places
Name ° Perceat 65 Hame Percent G5
.. and Qver .- and Over
/ ’
Anson 11.5 tadesboro 7.2
9 Ch%tham 9.3 ,, Siler City 6.1 ¢
Chowan 10.5 Edenton ) 11.8
Columbus 5.1 Uhiteville 10,8
Davie 10.0 | /"\Mocksvillev ’ 14,7
puplin' 3.7 Mount Olive 10.7
‘ Wallace 3.0
Warsaw 9.9
Franklin 10.4 Louisb;;rg 10.5
~ Hoke N 6.8 Raeford 8.1 T
McDowell g 9.3 Marion* 4.1 .
West Marion Sh s
East Marion - .
Clinchfield 9. :5:T
Washington 7.9 ) Plymouth 2 8.1
Wilkes - s.4 - North Wilkesbors  10.7
Eikin » 11.3

IR




TABLE &. PERCEHT OF PERSOMNS AGED &5 AJ,ID OVER I¥ COUNTIES WHOSE LARGEST
. CENTERS CONTAINED BETWEEN 5,000 and 10,000 ITHABITANTS ALD IN
THE URBAN PLACES IN THE SAHE COUNTIES, 1970 .
w .
County Urban Place
~ilame ¥ " Percent Wame Percent
35 and Over - &5 and Qver
'Beaufart 13.5 Washington 11.9
Carteret 9.2 Morehead City 1l.&
: Beaufort 13.2
' =]
Cranville 5.7 ) - G ford 11.5
i h Butner . 3.1
% Harnett 7.9 Dunn s.7
Erwin < 10.6
Haywood 10.¢ Wayne eville * 12.1
. Canton’ 13.3
Henderson 13.5 Hendersonville 19.§
* Barker Heights 13.0 Y
East Flat Rock ~ 9.4 )
. e
Hertford 2.1 Lhoskie 10.7
Hurfreesboro 9.3
Johnston 8.7 Smithfield 10.5
Selmna 10.8
Clayt\n 9.7
v b \
Lincoln C.3 Lincolnton - 10.5
- t\,\ k) P
Hariin 8.2 17111 ¥anston £.0
Moore 15.8 SouthernmPines 15.¢
Person A °s  Hoxuboro 1.1
Ricumond .0 Doclingham 16,3
Hamlet 13.6 .
B. Dockinghaa  10.3
{10023 ' : .
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TABLE 8 {Continued) - D
W %
County Urban Place
C Nane Percent lame Percent
65 and Over G5 and Over
Rutherford 10.7 ‘»&Fp‘cest City 9.4 -
Spindale - 10.5 8
Rutherfordion - 13.3
Sampson § 9.1 Clinton 10.7
g - B
Scotland 5.9 Laurinburg 8.2
Surry 0 9.5 Mount Airy 11,7 .
Elkin T11.3
Y Toast - 12,0
Transylvania T ) I Brevard 5.3
Watauga C.5 Boone &4
%
o
A ,
.Q s 1
=,
&
w ) AN
,'/
Z.
SIARL| 1
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TLBLE ¢. PERCENT OF PERSOWS AGED G5 ANID OVEL IH COUNTIES WIOSE LARGEST
B CEITERS CONTAIVED BETIWEEN 10,000 ANMD 25,000 INHABITANTC AND

IN THE UDBAN PLACES IN THE &‘ME COUNTIES, 1970

5 ’ -
Count:y Urban Place
LT
Name Percent Hame - Percent
K 35 and Over 65 and Over.
e - g
purke 8.0 Hickory 8.6
Morganton 12.7
-“Longview 8.2
. Valiese 2.0 4
. s .
Caldwell 6.9 Lenois 8.9
’ Hudson 4.1
Catauba 7.1 Hiclkory 8.5
Hevton &.¢
Hichkory East 6.3
Longview . 8.2
Conover \j 7.4
[
Cleveland &.3 Shelby 2.5
L Rinc's lountain 0.8
Craven 5.5 ,Hew Lern 11.1
Cuerry Poinc - 0.2
. Havelocl: —1.3
James City 7.1
dalifax: . 4.3 oanole lapids P&
T : =y . Eniteld 15.0
< Scozland el 12,0
iredell 8.9 ' . Statesyille 15,1
‘ . iooresville 10,4
b lest Ctatesville 5.5
Lee g.z2 Sanford , 5.0
 Lenoir 7.4 finston 9.8
' - La Crange £.9
' A I
Pasquotanl: .7 Elizabeta City 2.5
3
. y
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 9 (Comtin‘ged) 4

< * ‘\\J
R v é
; County Urban Place
Hame Percent fame Percent
‘85 and Over 65 and Cver
- i
- [l b
Lobeson 7.3 Lumberton c.6
' . 5 Ted Spring 10.3
“Fairmont 11.2
nockinghan 9.3 { Eden 10.5
: teidsville 10.5
R i i iayodan 9.2
Stanly 9.0 . ~ Albermarle 10.8 .
Union = : ¢.1 ilonroe 16.0 )
. ingate 4.2
Vance (; 2.6 iy Henderson 11.3
¢ [
|
- J
< i
. J/
[ ﬂ
3
o ..
«7
(26
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TABLE 10. TPERCENT OF PERSONS AGED &5 AND OVER IN COUNTIES WHOSE LARGEST
© CENTERS CONTAINED 25,000 OR MORE IMHABITAMIS Am) Iil THE URBAM
PLACES IN THE SANE COUNTIES, 1970 : .
Codnt*g ) i Urban Place oL )
Hlame Percent &5 Hame Percent &5 . .
and Over _ ‘ and Over
y « e
Alamance . 1.9 Burlington .1 i .
Ciahan 2.4 ’
- '~ Morganton 3.1 p 3
~ Glen Raven 6.8
Buncombe 11.8 , Asheville 14,6
Black liouatain 4.7 _
Cabarrus 8.6 Kannapolis g.0
. Concord 10.6
‘ tlest Concord G.0
Cumberland 3.3 Fayetteville < 5
. Ft. Bragg t 0.2
Spring Lake 1.8
Davidgon 7.6 High Point 9.4
Lezington 5.5
" Thomasville a3 .
Durham g.2 ' * Durham 6,2 : .
' Chapel Hill &G i
v i
Edgecombe - 8.3 Nocky ilount 16.5
Tarboro © 19,5 4
Forsyth 7.9 ) {iHinston-Calen - 6.8
‘ ‘ Ternerceille - 7.5
Gaston 7.5 . DGastouia 8.2
o ’ tlorth seluont y Ced o
.  King's Mountain Oode
3 Che¥ryville 9.7
. Besgemer City el
Hount Holl:y .Y
L Belmont o, 4
© ballas 7.2
- fasconia Souih &S0
Lowell S.2

9
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TABLE 10 (Continued) ,
l ~ County - Urban Place
. - . i)
lame Percent G5 Hame Percent, {5°
and Over | and Over
v i
A U
Cuilford -71.7 Greensboro 7.3,
High Toint 9.4 - ‘
Mecklenburs p Y Charlotte 7.3
- 5 _Davidson 5.2 .
- ’ N o ®
Vash L Nochy llount . 10.5
L
ilew Hanover 5.8 filminston 10.1
Onslow 2.3 — Caup Lejeune 0.1
’ ' Jacksouville - 3.0 .
- Hew Liver - :
Geiger 0.1
Grange  ° 6.6 Chapel Hill 4.4 [
Carrboro 4.8
Pitt 7.1 Greeaville §.4 ‘ P
: Favaville 16.5 \
Lyden 11.3
Dandolph 7.9 High Point  ° S
- Acheboro 9.7
E ’ sxchdale 7.0
8 } palfours &,9
flowan R . Rannapolis 5.0 T
. " Salisbury 12.6
. Spenceyr | 16.5
o N N
ilale B A Raleich ° J.2 3
Cary : 3.5
b Garnes L.z
Fuquay ~ Varina 10.1
tiake Forest 11.& o
tfayue o 6.9 g Golisboro 2.7 )
T .
) Seymour Johnson 0.1
, ilount Olive  — 10,7
. - b4 °
Iilson 6.2 .7 .1
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f T The Distribution of the Aged in Rural Areas
)~ - of florth Carolina Counties
L Ny f
> ’ The azed portion of Horth Carolina's rural populatioa does.not

4

appear to be any wore evenly distributed through1ut the state ﬁhaﬁ is

the aged population as a whole. (See Table 11.) ' The particular

counties of the state in which the pergons aged L5 and over coustitute

' 0

high pragortions of tbe rural population tend to be those couniies in
- which the aged make up hich proportions ef the total population.

4

Likewise, the list of counties with low proportions ol %ged amon: the

v

=+ rural population tend to*be thoce in which the aged constitute low
& .
proportions ¢f the population as 2 whole., idacon, Clay, and Poll are

Co

euamples of the.Zormer sltuation and Cumberland, Gnslou] and “Scosland

are striliing cases of the lattex. ‘

i e - : U .
[ There appears to be a state-wide tendency Zor the rural-faoim
. ! .

| : )
areas to contain larse propovtions of the elderly, 1In Zact., when

S

compared to other residence categories, vural-farm vaals highecst,

]

at 12.5 percent. A4t the county level, voughly 20 were below che cstate

averase while the remainiang 70 were av ov about that ievel The vanoe

in percentages 0f the aged in the rural-farzm arveas of countiles wag

from a low of 0.1 percent in Gredue ang Edgecombe countices to a .
Pl o - }
high of 25.¢6 perceat in Curritucl covnty. Uhen compared to the r”fa%j)/'

i
nonfatrm populations in the counties. the pégceﬁtages of eldevly

S

arm areas was equal to or exceeded the

=

claseified asg residing iun rural.

wu“ccnta*cs in the nonferw caterories in €5 of the 100 counties. Ths

%

five excepti@na\wévc,uvcry; Creene, Halifax, Hoore. and Warren

counties.
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: TABLE 11. NULBER AND PERCENT OF PERSCNS AGED G5 AND OVER IN '
MORTH CAROLIMA CLASSIFIED BY RURAL RESIDEHCE, 1970 |
Rural Rural-Farm Rural-fsnicws
= Population Population : JPopuloation
65 and Over 65 and fwey 55 and Over
Percent Percent ., Percent
State and- of Total of of Rural--
Counties Humber Rural Mumber  Rural-Farm Pumber Henfarm
Horth ‘ .
Carolina 231,031 . €.3 56,901 ‘ 12.5 184,130 7.5
J Alamance 3,545 7.2 B 13.06 2,939 o 7.1
- &lexander 1,640 0.5 08 15.2 1,380 7.6
Alleghany 1.037 12.7 &50 21.0 557 11.5
Anson 2,037 10.4% 198 1.0 1,539 .1
Ashe 2.307 12.1 1,122 17.3 . 1,245 9.5
' Avery 1,262 10,0 . 7.5 1,175 5.2
v Beaufort 2,695 10.0 . "~500 12.5 2,115 9.5
) Bertie 2,093 10.2 a8 10.2 1,595 16.2 -
Bladen ’ 2,290 2.8 eus 13.0 “ 1,591 7.5
Brunsvicl 2,040 Gt 274 10.2 1,768 8.2
Buncembe 6,684 9.6 36 13.7 5,757 9.2
Burke . 2,931 5.0 145 21.1 ©0 766 6.5
Cabarrus 2.159 G0 385 21.1 1,774 7.1 00
Caldvell 2,500 9.4 113 12.2 2,348 5.3
Camden 52 ¢ 10.7 02 19.0 : - 560 10.0
Carteret 1,055 t.1 53 22.7 1,667 7.5
Caswell 1,517 3.5 538 10.3 1.07¢ 7.8
Catawvba 3.221 .2 23 -18.2 2,937 5.9
Chathan 2,235 ¢.0 566 15.0 1,662 7.9
Cherokee 1,952 12.0 149 19.7 1.813. 11.6 L
Chowan 55¢& - 9.2 150 - 16,0 394 7.9
Clay 726 14,0 115 i4.4 510 13.9
Cleveland 3,769 1.5 £01 16.0 © 5,360 N
Colunlbrus 3,379 7.9 - 1,043 10,0 . 2,330 7.7
o Craven 1,78 S.d 353 11.0 1,428 5.8
Cumberland 2,455 &9 e} 12,6 1.995 &, 2
Currituck " 845 2.1 110 25,6 - 735 1t.2
Dare ' T 914 13.1 T 1L 13.3 G023 3.1
oo Davidson & 314 2 579 17.2 3,455 Go2.
. Davie 1,499 9.2 Yo3ve 17.5 1 103 7.0
Duplin 2,786 8.7 o4 10.6 1,845 7.8
. Durham 1,532 .1 229 . 11.9 1,703 5.8
Edgecombe 1,597 .1 311 R ) 1,366 .l :
Forsyth & 531 0.9 (L) 1w K G2
. Franklin oneE 1004 798 C10.5 1.4
\\ »
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, ABIE 11.(Continued)
%
- Rural Rural-Faro tural-Honfars
Population Population Population
35 and Over 55 and Cver 55 and Qver
Percent Perceunt Perceat
State and oi Totel , of of Rural-
Counties Tumbey Rural fumber Dural-FPars Dusber Nonlaru
&, Gaston 3,824 6.7 3064 17.9 3.570
Cates 085 i1.2 355 20,9 500
Graham 712 10.9 155 15,8 557
Granville 1878 9.0 668 e.9 1,309
Greeune 967 5.5 305 0 o62
Guilford 5,020 7.3 1,142 17.0 3 270
Halifar 2,848 8.7 £59 c.2 2 489
Harnett 2.330 7.3 vs 11.2 2.035
Haywood 3,052 10.1 571 15.2 2 401
Henderson 3,871 12,6 274G 12.5 3601
¢ Hertford 1 341 8.7 35¢ 10,7 ©53
{ Holze c79 6.5 231 15.5 A
R Hyde 320 1z2.2 149 17.2 531
. : Iredell 3,410 8.5 721 20.5 2625
Jackson 2,002 4.3 202 15.2 1,500
Johaston 3,855 5.1 1,365 10.8 2 &85
. Jones £55 £.7 123 10.2 Ry
Lee ’ 1,849 7.7 200 11.3 1,243
Lenoir 1.679 5.5 516 10.3 1,183
Lincoln 2.179 7.9 219 3.0 1,651
MeDovell 1,838 6.7 50 15,0 1,768
i  Hacon 2,250 1.3 154 1.6 2,094
| Hadigon - 2,105 3.2 1,127 15.% 993
[ THartin 1,551 2.5 &l 2.5 1,007
© Mecklenburs & 577 Sl 214 12.5 & 350
ifitchell 1.67¢ 12,4 353 17.5 1,311
’ Hontoomers 1398? 16.2 127 15.1 1 360
: Moore 3 366 13,2 345 0.1 3 017
| Nash 3,23¢ £.1 863 g.¢ 2,373
| Hew Hanover 1,610 6.3 57 23,5  1,5¢1 6.2
Worthampton 2 432 10.1 352 15.3 2,001 ¢4
: onslow 1 515 &1 384 3.1 1.435 3.5
Orange 2.571 .0 521 15.4 2,050 5.1
. Pamlico 1,100 11.¢ 102 G.5 998 1.2
c Pasquotenk: 788 .1 154 1.0 024 5.2
Pender 1. 83% 10.1 ang 1.3 1.452 o,
Perquimans 1,093 13.1 363 15.7 730 11,3
Percson 1,700 5.3 4622 0.5 1,278 o.1
Pitt 2.522 K 763 . 7.7 1,759 L5
o R
Q ' S
, (nal |




TABLE 11 (Continued)

|
1
l
I
Rural fucal-Farm fural-Nonfarue
Population Population Populatien
65 and Over 85 and Qver &5 and Ovewr
Percent Sercent Percent
State and of Total of of Rural-
Counties Humber Rural Humber  Rural-Pare Number WHonfarm ]
e - \ e — - }
Polk 1,870 15.¢ 132 18,0 1,738 15.8 |
Randolph 4,215 7.9 833 5.2 3,382 7.1 . 1
1ichmond 2,112 .0 1352 9.5 1,980 7.9
Robeson 3,974 6.4 1,126 5.2 2,848 5.9
Rockingham 3,314 .3 774 10.9 2,540 7.7
Rowan 4,706 2.0 537 15.5 4,169 8.6
Rutherford 3,523 10.6 285 18.5 3,237 10.3
Sampson 3,301 e.7 1,364 1.4 1,937 7.5
Scotland 1,059 5.8 139 7.2 MY 5,7
Stanly 2,726 G 275 12,86 2,451 2.3
Stokes . 2,253 2.5 1,122 15.4 1,125 6.0
surry 3,407 8.8 @20 13.2 ey 7.9
Swain 951 12.1 145 22.9 o6 11,2
) Transylvania 1,156 5.0 76 1.0 1,680 7.8
Tyrrell 458 12.3 147 17.6 321 10,8
Uaion 3,297 .1 281 16,2 2,316 6.7
Vance 1,5C2 5.4 &47 0.6 1,135 7.8 |
{Jake . 4729 5.8 1,252 13.8 3,497 5.7
Warren 2,037 12.9 S © 12,0 1,429 13.3
Washington 706 7.6 184 15.4 510 .4
Watauga 1.55 10.3 594 15.5 990 9.2
Wayae 2,912 0.8 €39 7.5 2,273 5.
Wilkes 3,998 3.7 437 0.6 2,561 5.5
Wilson 1,988 7.1 551 3.2 1,427 6.7
Yadkin 2,522 10,3 1,014 3.2 1,508 7.4
Yancey 1,486 11.8 552 . 14,9 34 10,5 .

El{fC‘ | : LAy
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As might be expected, the data do indicate differences in the
distribution of elderly males and females in the population of rural

Worth Carolina. (See Table 12,) 1In the wural population of the state,

females rather substantially outnumber males. The sex ratio in 1970 |
was 73.5 males per 100‘£eﬁales among all,éﬁose aged $3 and over, A4s
way be calculated from data presented in Table ¢, this ratio is
highest (69.7) in the rural-farm porﬁion of the rural population, and
lowest (52.7) in the sezment made up of persons living in places of
1.009 to 2,500 inhabitents. In the total rural-nounfarm population
' the corresponding ratio is 75.1.
At the county level, the majority of 'sex ratios for the rural
elderly gre in the 70 to J0O range, resulting in a degree of stability
from county to county. The‘overall range in the state was from 64,7 )
in Hertiford county to 101.7 iggcraham, with the latger being the only

county in which the sex ratio exceeded 100.0,
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TABLE 12. RURAL |POPULATION AGED 65 AND OVER IN NORTH CAROLINA

. coumrlﬁﬁs, BY SEX, 1970 .
I «
- :l‘ =
State and * Sex State and f Sex
Counties Males Females Ratio Counties  Hales Females Ratio
North Guilford 2,280 2,740  £3.2
Carolina = 101,619 129,412 76.5 Halifax 1,322 1,626 01.3
Alamance - 1,575 1,968 £0.0 Harnett 1,162 1,658 9.7
Alexander - 590 55 72.2 Haywood 1,418 1,638 56.38
Alleghany 503 G634 79.3  Henderson 1,756 2,115 3.0
Anson 856 1,181 72,5 Hertford +527 014 64,7
Ashe 1.100 1,267 85,5  toke 404 475 5.1
Avery 580 702 79.8 Hyde , 279 &£01 0.6
Beaufort 1,115 1,500 70.0 Iredell 1,489 1,947 75.4
Bertie 926 1,167 79.2  Jackson i 959 1,043 g1.2
Bladen 990 1,300 75.2- Johmston 1,593 2,285 70.3
Brunswiclk 972 1,060 ©1.0 Jones ' 394 &61 85.5 )
Buncombe 3,048 3,506 4.8 Lee - 638 c1l1 75.7
Burke 1,311 1,320 £0.¢ Lenoir 750 o2¢ 20.7
. Cabarrus 937 1,222 76.7 Lincoln - 973 1,197 21.3
‘ Caldwell 1.159 1,369 G5.¢  McDowell I 857 9C1 £7.4
Camden 271 311 &7.1  Macon 1,076 1.17¢4 °1.7
. Carteret 526 1,029 (0.2 Hadison . 925 1,120 £7.9
Caswell 728 €89 (1.9 Hartin o G67 384 75.5
Catawba 1,379 1,062 74.¢ Mecklenburg 1,905 2,672 71.3
Chatham - 1,012 1,223 82.7 1Mitchell . 755 219 C2.2
Cherokee o1 1,071 83.2 ‘iontgomery 64l 1,143 73.8
Chowan 223 331 67.4 Hoore 1,500 15860 0.4
Clay 332 394 &&.3 Nash 1,415 1,521 77.7
Cleveland 1,622 2,147 75.5 iew idaunover 734 3473 £3.0
Columbus 1,840 1,933 74,8 Horthampton 1,006 » 1,42 . 70.5
Craven 745 1,633 72.4 Caslow 03 984 &&.9
Cumberland 1,085 1,370 72.2 Crange 1,088 1,403 73.¢4
Currituck 358 457 73.5 Pamlico 433 17 0.3
Dare 374 540 &9.2  Pasquotank 353 £35 £1.1
Davidson 1,904 2,610 79.0  Pender 701 1,045 75.7
. “Davie 6717 Cl2 82.4  Perauimans &893 600 2.2
Duplin 1,207 1,579 7¢.&4 Person 765 935 0105
Durham y ¢53 1,072 79.1  Pitt 1,108 1,414 70,1
Edgecombe ¥58 939 0.7 Polk 708 1,081 75.0
. Forsyth 1,928 2,602 74.1 Randolph 1,855 2,357 73.5
Franklin 1,039 1,449 71.7 nichwmond 009 1,243 69,9
Gaston 1,709 2 145 03,4  Tobeson 1,728 75.9
Gates : 327 568 50,1 Poclkinghaw 1,447 77.5
Graham 359 553 101.7 Tfowan 2,039 75.5
Granville “G&S . 1,130 75.0 DRutherford 1,487 73.1
Greene 426 541 70.7  Sampson 1,470 1,831 0.3




TABLE 12 (Conginued)

sex

State and
Counties Hales Females Ratio )

Scotland 496 563 8.1 ¢ -
Stanly 1,182 1,544 7G.6

Stokes 1,024 1,229 83.3 #

Surry 1,513 1,894 7.9

Swain 442 509 86.8

Transylvania 542 Glé 88.3 i}

Tyrrell 125 270 73.3 L

Union 1,465 1,829 c0.3 T

Vance 93 o 75.0

Walke 2,003 2,726 73.5 =
Warren c71 1,155 74.7 i
Washington 324 382 84.0

Vatauga, 725 &59 e4.4

Wayne 1,240 1,672 74.2 .
Viilkes 1,767 2,231 .79.2

Wilson 378 . 1,110 79.1.

Yadkin 1,098, 1.424 ©77.1
. Yancey 673 - 013 32.8
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WIGRATION OF THE AGED

7 A /K ) ;

“ There is a velative payeity &7 data vhich beawrs directly on
migratlcn, consequently most conclusions o;ten rely on 1nfereace from
auch maﬁerial' aé&BnVu been presented, Horeover, data pertalnin“ to

O the mnvéments of elderly people from one couuty to anpther or f;omﬂ
state to state ave’ lacling, and most of vhat we have is based upon
estimates. iiost of thece ‘estimates are made by using the survival
ratio method of measuring net mirration, Thisdmethéd estimates
. ‘ \
how many people from an earlier census would be aiive and %iving in the
same place at the time of th; next census if there vere no migration,
This expectedanumbergpf survivors is subtracted frow the actual
census count at the second census, and the difference is”used as an
estimate of thetﬁet number of miorantu. The estimate 0§Jsurvivors
is obtained by multiplving each age group of the original census by
s a survival ratig which estlmates what proportion of the population of
that agé%group would be\S?XII living at the datel of the terminal
census. % o o
Utilizing this method, estimates of the net in-and out-migration
of persons G5 and over at the time of the 1970 census were madg for
N _‘Hbrth‘Carolinazﬁnd each county, /(5ce Table 13.) The estimates were
nade separé?éi§ for males and fewales, because of the predcminance of

females L$ the elderly populatioa and because of &ilferenues in the

migratory behavior of men asnd uomen.
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TABLE 13, ESTIIATED NET-MIGRATION OF PERSOHS AGED 65 AMD OVER TOR
MORTH CAROLINA COUNTIES BETUEEN 19G0 AND 1970, BY SEX*

“s Total
and Counties HNHumber Percent

Males
HMumber Percent

North Carolin
Alanmance
Alexander
Alleghany

Beaufort”

Brunsuick
" Buncombe

Cleveland
Cumberland
Currituch

- Davidson

Edgecombe

TFranl:lin

Granville

¥ 11,027
445
95
122

15¢

6
-34
-27

-180
-93
196

1,227

132
158
23
-39
213
-28
- &30
-1
32
-61
-12

33°

=115
-210
£12
&
s
G006
o
=172
533
=270
301
=5
607
=58
&6
~463
-101

1,495
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TABIE 13 ¢Cdutinued)

,/"l : v}
.. State Total - - ‘Males ° . Temales
and Counties Number Percent ~ Number Percent Number Percent
Halifax -20 -7, 5° .3 -31 -l.4 -
Harnett -231 -7.1 ~189 -12.06 =42 2.4
N Haywood 492 15.0 261 16.5 231 13.4
‘ Henderson 1.020 23.9 534 26.C 456 21.3
Hertford 215 13.7 70 9.0 148 15.9
. - -Hoke ~-&5 -5 ~-23 -5.0 ~62 -12.0
Hyde : 80  -10.7 -24 «7.1 -5¢ -13.5
Iredell 325 6.6 . 131 £.0 194 7.1
Jacl:son 37 .2 55 (' ~19 “2.4
Johnston ’ -378 -53.0 -197 -9.6 -1 -7.¢
Jones , -50 «7.4 =15 4.5 ~35 -10.1
Lee ‘ 257 14.4 76. 9.4 181 12.6
Lenoir - 2 1 22 2.3 =26 ¢ -1.9 |
Lincoln -26 -1.2 46 4,7 -72 «5.8
McDowell - . 267 13.2 141 14.6 126 12.0
. Macon 357 22.3 213 26.9 144 17.5
iladison - 106 6.2 120 16,8 <14 . -1.6
~ Hartin -154 -9.3 ~-98  -12.0 ~56 «G.2
. " tlecklenburg 1,310 11.9 © 334 5.3 1,476 15.9
ilitchell 191 15.5 102 15,7 59 ©14.3
lontgomery 102 6.7 38 5.4 G 7.8
iloore 345 10.C 207 14.7 138 - 7.7
Nach =143 -3.5 - -87 4,7 -56 2.5
New Hanover ~76 «1.4 -45 -2.0 -31 -~1.0
Northampton -132 “G.b ~37 -3.9 -101 =~ -0.3
Onslow 115 7.3 gl 11.1 37 4.2
Orange 536 20.3 208 17.7 - 328 22,4
Pamlico 39 L& 24 5.7 15 3.2 ’
Pasquotanl: 83 &1 7 .5 00 5.3
. Pender =16 -1.1 -2 -.3 -14 -1.8
Perquimans 21 2.3 4 10.7 -23 -4, 5
Person ~75 -4, 1 «50 ~5.9 -25 -2.5
» Pitt ~259 «G.2 -132 -7.5 -127 -5.3
Poll > 340 4.9 170 25.2 170 2.2
Randolph 594 14.1 7260 13.4 334 14,6
. Richmond <115 &1 «04 «7¢6 y -2 -1.3
‘ _Robeson -377 7.3 -115 -5.2 T =259 <0.9
Rocl:idnghan 50 1.0 - 11 o9 39 1.4
L.ogan 503 7.6 a2 3.5 251 G.9
Putherford ' 127 3.2 55 BWZ 72 3.3
Sampson <201 -5.9 -67  =4J2 138 7.4
Scotland . ~125 =8.0 - «563 8,4 <32 7.0

004K



TAPLE 13 (Continued)

‘ { ,
“ State T Total ilales Females ™ ) ’
. arl Counties lumber Percent Nugiber Percent Humber Percent .
Stanly -39 -1.3 -19 -1.4 s =20 -1,3
Stolzes &L, 2.4 50 5.8 -6 -6 s
Surry 170 4.5 90 5.2 50, 3.9 ¢
Suain -3 - o i.4 -9 -2.3
Transylvania - BC 7.4 50 8.6, 38 6.1
Tyrrell 27 -5.9 -15 -7.0 -12 -5.0 :
Union 309 2.5 - 152 10,1 155 9.0 : .
Vance 54 2.2 -20 «1.9 74 5.2
‘ Wake 921 8.4 186 &0 735 11.6
w 7 Warren ~10% -6.0 R -5.9 =50 -6.2
E Washington -60  =7.0 -12 -L.C -57  -11.9
. Watauga 115 7.5 91 12.5 2 3.0
Wayne -390 -8.4 ~157 -7.G -239 -8.9
- Wilkes | 77 2.2 72 4.3 5. .3
ilson -23%  -6.4 -85 . -5.7 -145 «7.0
¢ Yadkin ' 122 6.5 o7 7.7 55 5.4
Yancey 45 -3.3 =21 -3.1 24 -3,5. *
*The county estimates do mot add to the totals for the state
due to rounding error.
§

fay

N,



“ : . @ 2
g E . JRs
-~ . s, o i . P
- @ N .
e No < “ .
o " “ -

. o

Uu the basis of these estimates, it appears that the aged
, ’ \ , ) 7 . “
- population in North Carelina was nearly 12,000, or & percent larger - o

, in 1970 than,woﬁid have been the case had there been no migration

during the ten years preceding the 1970 census. The estimate fot the

o

decade 1850 to }966 indicuces that the state's population 65 and over i {
.wgs 2.6 percént (53359) larger than would have been Eﬁg case had there
* been no exchangewof those in or near retirement. For the 1940 to 1950

petiod, the gain of those of comparableyégés was 2.2 percent (3,448).

— ey i
It is apparent that the state has been gaining persons above 65 years
of age absolutely and relatively over the last several decades.
3 “' @ -
3
As a result of migtatlion, roughly the same number of counties in

<« g

the state gaiuedgand lost personsx&m>figured in the aged population
in 170 during the decade under consideration, the exact numbers being
45 in which the net migration was away from the cointy in comparison
with 54 in which it wasﬂto the county. It should be noted at this
point that in.a large share of the counties the numbers 1nvolved are
too smal} to be significant, coné%quently; conclusions must be vieved
- as tentative. Nevertheless, there were 22 counties in whicﬁythe aged

population was reduced by more than 100 as a result of net out-migration

&

=

betweén 1960 and 1970, and 35 in vhich it was increascd by as muny as
100 by net in~m1gration.~ In fact, 11 counties enperienced a net gain

due to in-migration of more than 500 persons G5 years of age and over.

1

These were: ) .

- ‘ ; ”
% “ ' Buncombe - 1,227 - Hendersoun - 1,020
Davidson » 600 Mecklenburg 1,510
’ , / purham 533 © Orange 53¢ j
| - " Gaston 607 ltandolph. 594 - )
) Guilford 1 5 495 - Rowan 503
) # o Wale 971
o ‘ .
[ERJf: Most of these counties have rather substantial urban populatio

Sk =0
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The counties experiencing the greatest net loss due to-out-migration

i

Craven  -210, Motitgomery -582
‘Edgecombe  -270 Pitt ~259 e
. Harnett -231 - Sampson -201
Iredells  -325 ~  Wayne =296 ' ’
Johnston  -378 Wilson . -234 .

- e

<

“The najority of these counties have rather vubstantial rural populations.

It might be mentioned that Moantgomery county is the only strictly rural

w

|
Granville -463 Robeson =377 S i
|
i

county in this group. y ‘ -

Ii should égso be‘n&fed“that of the cUunties havlng net galns of ° -
10. 0 percent or above 8 are located in the western part 8f the state,
& are in the Piedmont cand 4 areﬁlocaqed in ‘the eastern region. Of the
& in the eastern region, 3 are along the coast -~ Dare,.Carteret, and
Brunswick counties. ; P . s .

The date:presented in Taﬁle 13 demonstrate that aéring the la§t
decade females 65 and over migrated into the state in larger numbers
and at a higher rate than males of a compdiable ag’ The net gain of
males was 4,759, or 3.4 percent and of females 7,168, or Q.l percent, -
This same sex differential has prevailed over the last several decades.

There are a number of cases in which a substantial net movement Q
of elderly males to a county, during the perioL 1960 to 1970, was
accompanied by a considerable net miﬁ;aticn of elderly females in the
opposite directio?. One may aote in this connection the datahfor
Chatham, Jauksonykiinculnf Hadiaon, Peéquimaas% and Stokes counties,
Only in Currituck am] Pasquotanl, however, was a substantizl movewent
of elderly females to ﬁhe county accompauied by a ml ration of elderly
males in the opposite ﬂircctloni It should be mduatedU nevertheless,
that the dominant pattern vig one in which thehmovembﬁt in and out of .
males and females was paraiﬁel.

(15 §
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*  SUMMARY -
~

y
i R

The major findings of.this report are as follows: o i

(1) VNorth Carolina contains smaller proportions of the aged than the
nation as a ?hole. In 1970, North Carolina had 8.2 percent aged”

- J . 65 and over, while -the Unitéd States had 9.9 percent. In other

s

words, North Carolina had 83 percent of its pro rata share of the

o % aged popu}atiop of the nation. &

“

L (2) North Carolina belongs:in a group of 31 states in which the rural

. ;K o .
population contains a higher proportion of those aged &5 an{ over

than does the urban. It should be' noted, however, that.the

“ - ‘ . o
°  percentages in North Carolina are similar -- urba®, §.0 percent .
n ) .
and rural, €.3 perecent. ) _ - ’ :
ud . ) . B
(3) The aging of the‘pdpulationain North Carolina has consistently .

lagged behind that of the United States. In 1970, one out of

every twelve persons. in the total population of the state was

above G5 years of égg@ in comparison;with one in every ten in
- - the United States as % whole,

(4) In 1970 thereoéere 34 counties in North Carolina in which there
were no centers having ds many as 2,500 persons. These strictly
rural counties have higher proportions of the aged than the
state average 0f18.2 percent, with tﬁe exception of é%eene county,

(5) The proportions of tﬁ; azed in the urban sectors of ébunties in ’

whi::/the largest place has 1ess“than ZS,OOGKiﬁhabitantgurui

highdr than their respective counties. That is, the aged tend

4

to be concentrated in all the urban centers of these couniies in

vhich the largest place is betuween 2,500 - 4.999,.5,000 - 9,995, and

10,000 - 24,999.

nnse o




{€) The proportions of the aged in the urban sectors of counties in
B ‘? e G
- E 4 < . -
which the largest place has more than 25 000 persons varies. The
< ‘) ‘ v b3
proportion of the aged in the cities of 25,000 or more in these

counties tends to be higher than their respective’counties while

0

the proportion of elderly in urban places below 95 000 Ln these

countie tends to be lower.

- ]
5 f

In both the United Sta:es _snd North Calolina there is g, J&rOng
i

teﬁdency for places of 1,000 to 2, SOU to contain the largest
Y ; [
proportionsggénd the urban fringes the lowest propd&tions of aged
people. The general tendéncy is f£oi old people to concentrate.in

small population centers and to shun the fringes of urbanized
areas. E . | -
fhe proﬁgrtian of elderly is lowest in the r#ral-ncnfarm territory
of Horth é%rolfna and a the urban areas of ghe United States,

iutermediate in urban areas 40 North Carolxna and rural-nonfarm

areas of the United tates, and highest of all on the farms in

both Horth Carelina and the United States as a vhole.

Female elderly show a greater tendency than men to concentrate
o L3

in small places in both Horth Carclina and the United States.

Elderly men avoid the urban fricze areas to a greacer extent than

elderly women. B
\k N f\
~a

Within Newch Carolina, aged fewslec cutaunber males in the Tural
pepulation. Therve were 78 wmelez for every 100 femaleb in the

rural sector. This pattern was more evident in the urban populatiocn

where there were 60 wmales per 100 females. Ia the farm population

the ratio was 90 males per 100 females and in the nonfarm poptlation

the ratio was 75.
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(11)

(12)

. 49

Horth Carvlina experienceé>a net gain of nearly 12 GO0 elderly as

a result of migration durin% the 1960-1970 decade. This increase
was not equally distributed -among the counties -« roughly the samé
number of North Carolina's counties gained and lost elderly people.
Duriﬁg the 1860-1970 decade, females 65 and over micrated into

North Carolina in larger numbers and at a higher réte than males

of a comparable age. Ilithin the state, there wvere six COpﬂ;iéS

in which a substantial net movement of elderly males to a ccugty

was accompanied by a net migration of elderly females in the
opposite direction, and only tvo counties in‘which,thé reverse »

-

was ‘true . -

@




S~ CORCLUSTONS

It becomes apparent after reviewing the results of this report that
. the aging of North Carolina's population will ccntiﬁue. With declining
fertility and continuing in-wigration of persoms G5 and over, the process
of aging is lilkely to accelevate. This situation could intensify many
gsocial organizational. and gevernmental problems. Among the potential
change in demands for types of services associated with thia pattern.
orecver, there may arise a problem of providing an édequaté system of
services due to the varying location of elderly throughout the state.
This, of coutse, wculd reguive effective planning in both the public
and private sectors.

However, the maturing of UHorth Carvolina's population certainiy is

|

|
“ problems ave the increased demand for public services as well as a

|
s not a cause for alurm, In facz, this situvation may be viewed as

»

favorable in the sense that s sizable proportioun eof
may add to the intellectuel aud wmaterial wealth of the gtate. 1in

addition, it would seen reasonable that a maturing and/or agiung

2

population would be wore eificient and possibly richer in cultural

resources than a younger and/or move fmmature populastion.

This does not imaply that adjugtments will not be necessary., The

1a bu? warlet as vell as the gegneral outleol of communities way eventually

i u
y ' a

I have to adapt to a progressivelr aging population. Ik
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to assuwe, however that future changes in the age structure of the

O

its population by dimlaishi

13
.

(3

state will tend to improve the C’ficiency o

the glce of ébildh@@& dependency problems and by iacvreasing ity productive

capacities.
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